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UNITED STATES GENERALKCOUNT~NG OFFICE 
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20548 

FEDERAL PERSONNEL AND 
COMPENSATION DlVlSlON 

B-196181 

The Honorable Donald J. Devine 
Director, Office of Personnel 

Management 

Dear Dr. Devine: 

The Senior Executive Service (SES) was designed to insure 
that the executive management of the United States is respon- 
sive to the needs, policies, and goals of the Nation and is of 
the highest quality. One of the most important features of 
the SES is its objectives-based, results-oriented performance 
appraisal requirement. The appraisal process is intended to 
evaluate the performance of senior executives and provide a 
basis for making many executive personnel decisions, including 
monetary performance awards, development, advancement, and 
dismissals. 

In meeting our responsibility to review performance ap- 
praisal systems mandated by the Civil Service Reform Act 
(CSRA) / we studied the progress and problems/agencies are 
having in implementing SES performance appraisal systems and 
senior executives' perceptions toward those systems. While 
it is too early to judge the overall effectiveness of SES 
appraisal systems at this time, we wanted to identify exist- 
ing or potential problems so agencies and the Office of Per- 
sonnel Management (OPM) can take corrective action. 

Our study found that several important implementation 
procedures--pretesting, training, and establishing monitoring 
and evaluation systems-- were either not used or used only to 
a limited extent by agencies. In addition, while perceptions 
of SES members were generally positive, SES members did iden- 
tify areas which need attention by agencies and OPM. As a 
result of our study, we believe agencies need to implement 
formal evaluation systems to (1) monitor and assess the ef- 
fectiveness of their SES performance appraisal processes and 



B-196181 

(2) pin-point problems within their systems so that timely, 
corrective actions can be taken. We are making formal rec- 
ommendations to the Director, OPM, to require that agencies 
develop and implement evaluation systems and that OPM provide 
guidance and followup to insure compliance. (See p. 13.) 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

To obtain a Government-wide profile of SES performance 
appraisal system implementation, we 

--reviewed OPM guidelines, assistance to agencies, and 
evaluation efforts through interviews with appropriate 
OPM officials and reviewed appropriate records, publi- 
cations, and written evaluation plans: 

--issued a questionnaire to 53 agencies and agency sub- 
units (see app. II, p. 21 for list of agencies and 
subunits) to obtain information about implementation 
status, processes, and system characteristics; 

--issued a questionnaire to a scientifically selected 
sample of 2,085 senior executives to obtain their 
views about systems being implemented; and 

--visited seven agencies to review system processes, 
interview appropriate officials, and review a lim- 
ited sample of actual senior executive performance 
requirements. [The specific information obtained 
from site visits is not included in this report but 
was used to obtain background information and a 
better understanding of the processes agencies were 
using in implementing their appraisal systems.) 

In addition, we reviewed literature on performance ap- 
praisal and examined title IV of CSRA and its legislative 
history. 

The agencies we visited were the Department of Energy: 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration: Department of 
the Army; Office of Personnel Management: Securities and 
Exchange Commission; National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin- 
istration, Department of Commerce: and Patent and Trademark 
bffice, Department of Commerce. These agencies differed in 
size, function, and organizational makeup. Our work was 
centered at headquarters offices where most of the perform- 
ance appraisal system development occurred. 

Of the 53 agencies selected to receive questionnaires, 
each had 20 or more senior executive incumbents as of 
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December 31, 1979. These agencies included about 94 percent 
of the Government's 6,893 SES incumbents (as of December 31, 
1979.) All agencies responded. Questionnaires were mailed 
May 8, 1980. 

In addition, of the 2,085 executives sampled in our second 
questionnaire, 1,565 were from the seven agencies listed above, 
and 520 were randomly selected from throughout the Federal Gov- 
ernment. The response rate was 83 percent. OPM's SES personnel 
data base, current as of December 31, 1979, was used to select 
questionnaire participants. Questionnaires were mailed June 12, 
1980. 

In November 1980, we conducted a telephone followup with 
the 53 agencies to obtain the current status of their perform- 
ance appraisal system implementation. 

Appendix I to this letter contains background information 
on SES, appendix II contains the agency questionnaire and re- 
sponses, and appendix III contains the senior executive ques- 
tionnaire and responses. 

Following is a brief summary of the questionnaire results 
and some of the more important areas which we believe need OPM 
and agency attention. 

SEVERAL IMPORTANT IMPLEMENTATION 
PROCEDURES ONLY MINIMALLY USED 

The agency questionnaire results revealed that many of the 
procedures which experts say should be employed in establishing 
effective performance appraisal systems were not used or only 
minimally used when implementing SES performance appraisal sys- 
tems. For example, most of the agencies did not test their 
systems before implementing them, did not establish specific 
plans for evaluating their systems, and did not thoroughly 
train users in the skills needed to effectively carry out the 
appraisal process. However, on the positive side, agencies ap- 
parently did try to involve users in developing their systems. 

Most agencies did not 
pretest their systems 

Pretesting is a generally accepted procedure for imple- 
menting an effective performance appraisal process. Of the 
53 agencies sampled, 46, or 87 percent, did not pretest their 
performance appraisal systems before implementing them. 
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Private industry and State and local government's experi- 
ence with objectives-based, pay-for-performance appraisal sys- 
tems indicates that time and practice is needed to implement 
effective processes. For example, in our March 3, 1981, report 
on merit pay L/, we reported results of our discussions with 
seven experts, three private companies, and three non-Federal 
government organizations about their experiences with pay-for- 
performance appraisal systems (similar to SES systems). All 
of them indicated it would take anywhere from 3 to 10 years 
to design, test, and establish effective systems, giving users 
time to develop skills and experience using the system before 
real decisions were made. 

In our report on merit pay, we noted that both State and 
local government and private sector organizations found that 
at least several years experience through pretesting or pre- 
vious use of objectives-based performance appraisal systems 
was very important to program success. These organizations 
found that, by pretesting, 

--employees began to see the benefits of performance 
appraisal and developed more positive attitudes, 

--supervisors learned to set and evaluate objectives 
before fully implementing the system, and 

--management had the opportunity to study the system 
and fine tune it before involving all employees. 

While testing is normally needed before a performance 
appraisal system begins to operate smoothly and 'reliably, 
few agencies included in our study had the opportunity to 
pretest their systems. Federal agencies .were given less 
than a year after passage of CSRA to begin using their SES 
systems. Many of the 53 agencies surveyed did not meet OPM's 
implementation milestones, although most systems were event- 
ually put into use during fiscal year 1980. As a result, the 
first few years of SES performance appraisal implementation 
will be experimental. Our work has already revealed some of 
the difficulties agencies can expect to encounter. This is 

l/"Federal Merit Pay: - Important Concerns Need Attention" 
(FPCD-81-9). Merit pay is a pay system for Federal employ- 
ees in grades GS-13 to GS-15 and is designed to improve 
performance by linking it to pay increases. Merit pay 
systems, mandated by CSF!A, are to be implemented by Federal 
agencies by October 1981. 
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not to say, however, that agencies have not tried to implement 
good systems. We believe most are taking the challenge seri- 
ously . Agencies, however, can improve their systems through 
monitoring and evaluating their appraisal processes to insure 
that problems are identified early so that corrective actions 
can be taken. 

Need for monitorins and evaluation 
of systems 

According to OPM and other experts, a rigorous evaluation 
process is a key ingredient to a high quality performance 
appraisal system. At the time of our survey, less than half 
(25) of the agencies had established formal plans to evaluate 
their SES performance systems, although 20 agencies indicated 
evaluation plans would be established by the end of fiscal 
year 1981. 

Monitoring and evaluation plans should be designed to 
assess whether the performance appraisal system is contribut- 
ing to improved organizational effectiveness: is accepted by 
users: and meets tests of validity, precision, and reliability. 
Validity is the degree to which an appraisal instrument act- 
ually measures job performance. Precision is the degree to 
which systems are able to discriminate between differences in 
individual performance, and reliability refers to agreement 
among raters evaluating the same ratee. In addition, evalu- 
ations should determine whether systems are too complicated 
or take excessive amounts of users' time. Ideally, monitor- 
ing and evaluation should begin in the pretesting phase and 
should continue throughout the life of the performance ap- 
praisal system. 

Need for additional training 

Responses to our questionnaire indicated that many 
agencies did not thoroughly train users in the skills needed 
to effectively use SES performance appraisal systems before 
implementation. Research has shown that, regardless of how 
well the system is designed, if supervisors are unskilled 
in administering performance appraisals, the system is not 
likely to work effectively. 

According to OPM and other experts, supervisors should 
know not only how the system is supposed to work, they should 
also be skilled in (1) helping subordinates develop clear, 
meaningful, job-related performance goals and standards, 
(2) appraising performance in a fair, accurate, and unbiased 
manner, (3) communicating their appraisals to subordinates 
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in an open, direct manner and in an atmosphere of trust and 
mutual respect, and (4) recognizing when and how to give 
performance counseling. Supervisors also need to view the 
performance appraisal as a useful management tool and an in- 
tegral part of their management responsibilities. Otherwise, 
they may see performance appraisal as nothing more than bur- 
densome paperwork. 

As of October 1979-- the date systems were to be fully im- 
plemented-- training had been given in the 53 agencies we sur- 
veyed as follows: 

--35 agencies (66%) had given training to all their 
senior executives in policies and procedures of their 
performance appraisal systems, 5 (9%) to some but 
not all of their senior executives, and 13 (25%) had 
given it to none. 

--32 agencies (60%) had given training to all executives 
in developing performance objectives, 9 (17%) to some 
but not all of their executives, and 12 (23%) had given 
it to none. 

--24 agencies (45%) had given training in performance 
appraisal skills (how to appraise) to all their execu- 
tives, 6 (11%) to some but not all of their executives, 
18 (34%) had given it to none, and 5 (9%) did not know 
how many of their executives received this training. 

--16 agencies (30%) had given training in performance 
coaching and counseling skills to all the,ir executives, 
11 (21%) to some but not all of their executives, 22 
(42%) had given it to none, and 4 (7%) did not know 
how many executives received this training. 

In total, only 14 agencies had given training to all their 
senior executives in all 4 of these important areas. Fur- 
thermore, only 28 had planned to give training in all these 
areas by October 1980 when the first performance ratings 
were due. Agencies gave various reasons for not providing 
training --excessive demands on executives' time: insufficient 
calendar time; and, to a lesser- extent, budget limitations. 

Almost half of the senior executives responding to our 
questionnaire indicated they would like to have more training 
in each of the four performance appraisal areas. Furthermore, 
over half (55%) indicated they had difficulty developing per- 
formance requirements, and almost two-thirds (63%) reported 
their system was difficult to 11se. 
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Most of the agencies surveyed indicated they would event- 
ually provide additional training to more of their executives, 
but that the training would probably be limited to a day or 
less. We do not know whether this additional amount of train- 
ing will be adequate. 

Senior executives' participation in 
system development appears reasonable 

Users' participation in developing performance appraisal 
policies and processes helps to develop positive attitudes 
toward the system. Research has shown that users are more 
committed to an appraisal system if they participate in its 
design, in contrast to having a system imposed on them from 
their personnel office or an outside consultant. 

All 53 agencies responding to our survey indicated that 
senior executives at the headquarters level were involved 
in system design: 45 reported that their senior executives 
were involved to a moderate or great extent. Paid external 
consultants were involved to a moderate or great extent in 
only 6 agencies and not involved in 39 agencies. Fifty-two 
percent of the senior executives responding said they par- 
ticipated in developing their system at least to a minimal 
extent, about 35 percent to some extent or more, and 22 
percent to a moderate or great extent. 

However, according to the 53 agencies responding to our 
questionnaire, senior executives at regional or field loca- 
tions did not have as much participation as headquarters ex- 
ecutives. Of the 37 agencies with field-located,executives, 
16 reported that their executives were involved to a moderate 
or great extent and 33 reported at least a minimal involve- 
ment. 

It is difficult to say what extent of participation is 
satisfactory. There is an obvious practical limit as to how 
many and to what extent senior executives should participate. 
However, most agencies apparently have tried to involve senior 
executives in the development process. 

SENIOR EXECUTIVES' ATTITUDES GENERALLY 
POSITIVE, BUT MIXED 

User acceptance is important to the success of a perform- 
ance appraisal system. We administered a Government-wide 
questionnaire to SES members to get their views about their 
performance appraisal systems. SES members' views provide 
a useful check on how systems are working and reveal problem 
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areas which may need attention, as well as good aspects of 
systems which can be useful information to senior agency 
management. 

In response to our questionnaire, approximately five out 
of every eight senior executives said they supported their 
agency's SES performance appraisal system, and about half 
thought senior executives as a whole supported it. In addi- 
tion, about two-thirds believed the requirement to set spe- 
cific performance objectives and the opportunity to receive 
performance feedback would contribute to improved senior 
executive performance: about three out of five believed op- 
portunities for bonuses and Presidential rank awards would 
also contribute to improved performance. A slightly smaller 
percentage, but over half, believed setting performance 
objectives and opportunities for feedback and rewards would 
motivate them. 

On the basis of these responses, it appears that per- 
formance appraisal has gotten off to a reasonably good start 
in SES --at least a majority of executives see value in the 
appraisal process, which is a positive note. However, other 
responses indicate the receptiveness to the processes may be 
somewhat tentative. 

About 36 percent of the SES executives who responded to 
our questionnaire were indifferent to, against, or had no 
opinion about supporting their agency's system. Similarly, 
about one-third responded that setting objectives and receiv- 
ing performance feedback would not likely improve performance: 
and almost 40 percent responded that bonuses and,rank awards 
were'not likely to improve performance. Moreover, less than 
half believed their system would have an overall positive 
effect on their own performance. 

Responses to questions about morale were fairly mixed, 
but with a slight tilt toward the negative. Forty-one per- 
cent believed their appraisal system would negatively affect 
SES morale, 27 percent believed it would have a positive ef- 
fect, 17 percent no effect, and 15 percent had no opinion. 
On the other hand, about 32 percent felt that their agency's 
SES performance appraisal process would positively affect 
their own morale, while about 29 percent felt it would have 
a negative effect, 23 percent felt it would have no effect, 
and 16 percent had no opinion. In addition, only a little 
more than one-third of the SES members perceived strong 
top management support for systems. 
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In general, senior executives believed their performance 
ratings would be influenced either moderately or strongly by 
actual performance on the job. However, a fairly large seg- 
ment also believed several political factors would influence 
the ratings. For example, over half believed personal rela- 
tionships with influential persons would have a moderate to 
strong influence on ratings, and over a third believed that 
philosophical beliefs coinciding with the current Presiden- 
tial Administration would influence ratings. 

On the basis of voluntary comments written by senior 
executives in our questionnaires, some of the reasons 
given for not fully supporting their agency's performance 
appraisal system and for the decline in morale include 
the following: 

--The appraisal process is a distraction forced on 
them which makes their jobs more difficult. 

--Their performance appraisal system is not designed 
well. 

--Their system cannot work in a bureaucratic environ- 
ment. 

--Their system will require them to step up bureau- 
cratic gamesmanship. 

--External politics will prevent delivery of a bonus 
program to the extent originally promised to SES 
as an inducement to join. 

--Internal politics, favoritism, and pay compression 
problems will prevent the rating process from 
working honestly and fairly. 

According to OPM and other experts, a critical ingre- 
dient to successfully implementing a performance appraisal 
system is to have strong support from top management. Only 
37 percent of senior executives believed the top executives 
of their agencies strongly supported their SES performance 
appraisal system, although another 29 percent perceived 
mild support. 

In addition to senior executives' perceptions, our sur- 
vey of 53 agencies also revealed potential shortcomings in 
top management commitment. Only 36 agencies claimed their 
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top executives strongly supported the system, while another 9 
reported mild support. The rest reported top executives were 
indifferent, mildly against the system, or gave no opinion. 

AGENCIES HAVE PROBLEMS ESTABLISHING 
PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS 

Establishing performance requirements for senior execu- 
tives before the beginning of the rating period is a problem 
for many agencies. Our work indicates that agencies experi- 
enced this problem in their first and second round of ratings. 

CSRA requires that performance requirements for senior 
executives be established on or before the beginning of 
the rating period. Of the 53 agencies we surveyed, 12 had 
performance objectives and critical job elements established 
and communicated to all their senior executives by OPM's 
October 1979 deadline. However, 18 of the agencies had not 
established performance objectives for any of their execu- 
tives as of October 1979. The remaining 23 agencies had 
established performance objectives and critical job elements 
for some of their executives but not for all. As a result, 
objectives for many executives were not set until well into 
the rating period for which their objectives applied. Lack 
of sufficient resources, difficulty in establishing perform- 
ance objectives, and unrealistic time frames were cited as 
reasons for missing the deadline. 

A telephone followup with the 53 agencies in November 
1980 indicated that many continued to have problems in set- 
ting performance objectives for senior executive's for the 
second rating period. Only three agencies reported that 
performance requirements for all executives had been estab- 
lished at the beginning of the second performance appraisal 
period. Eighteen reported requirements in place for some 
of their executives, with only four having them in place 
for more than half their executives. In addition, 18 had 
not established them for any of their executives, and 13 
were uncertain of the status. One agency had not completed 
the first rating period. 

OPM GUIDANCE, ASSISTANCE, AND 
MONITORING ROLE 

Although most of the agencies responding to our ques- 
tionnaire indicated they received adequate assistance from 
OPM and did not want more OPM guidance when implementing 
their performance appraisal systems, a substantial segment 
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would have liked more assistance. Of the 53 agencies 
surveyed, 33 (62%) said they received as much guidance as 
needed or desired, and 29 (55%) said it was timely. Sixteen 
(30%) received guidance but would have preferred more, and 
21 (40%) said the guidance was usually provided later than 
needed. 

CSRA requires OPM to establish standards and regulations 
for SES performance appraisal systems and to review each 
agency's system to determine if it meets requirements of the 
act. To date, OPM has engaged in a number of activities to 
provide general performance appraisal guidance and informa- 
tion to agencies and to monitor agencies' progress in imple- 
menting SES systems. However, it has established only lim- 
ited standards and no regulations, and has not critiqued the 
quality of system processes being implemented. 

According to OPM program officials, OPM has not taken a 
more direct role because 

--CSRA encourages decentralization of personnel manage- 
ment decisions and gives agencies primary responsibil- 
ity for designing and implementing their systems: 

--CSBA gives fairly detailed specifications for dystems, 
and this precludes the need for immediate regulations: 

--the state-of-the-art of performance appraisal is such 
that there is not available anywhere a single best 
system which OPM could recommend; 

--organizational activity and environment is so diverse 
in the Federal sector that agencies needed flexibility 
to develop systems tailored tcf their individual needs: 
and 

--they wanted to encourage innovation and wait until 
they could see which agency approaches were working 
best and what problems emerged before requiring spe- 
cific measures. 

OPM's efforts to date have been primarily oriented toward 
monitoring implementation status and gathering information for 
assessing overall progress in implementing SES. Efforts di- 
rected specifically to SES systems include 

--reviews of SES performance appraisal system plans to 
determine if the systems confcrrm to CSRA; 
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--case studies over a 5-year period at four Government 
agencies to examine the overall effect of several CSRA 
provisions, including SES; 

--onsite progress reviews to monitor agencies' implemen- 
tation of SES and compliance with CSRA provisions--a 
portion of each review focuses on SES performance 
appraisal implementation: and 

--a special study in April 1980 on SES performance ap- 
praisal, covering 54 agencies (containing more than 
90% of SES positions), which highlighted agencies' 
progress and strategies in designing and developing 
their appraisal systems. 

According to OPM officials, these efforts included little 
critiquing of appraisal system quality and feedback and few 
recommendations to agencies for improving systems. However, 
they informed us that OPM 
in monitoring the quality 
implementation procedures 

intends to take a more active role 
of agencies' systems and their 

CONCLUSIONS 

Non-Federal experience shows that pretesting, user train- 
ing, evaluation of systems, and several years of development 
are important steps to implementing successful performance ap- 
praisal systems. Since many agencies did not follow these 
steps in implementing their SES systems, the first few years 
in operation will be experimental. As a result, agencies 
need to develop and implement formal evaluation ,systems to 
monitor and assess the effectiveness of their SES performance 
appraisal processes as soon as possible to insure that they 
are valid, fair, and objective. Unless a reliable and timely 
method exists for evaluating and monitoring appraisal systems, 
areas which need attention, change, or improvement cannot be 
effectively identified. On the basis of our questionnaire 
results, agencies need to address areas such as training, 
establishing performance requirements, and obtaining top 
management commitment to the SES appraisal process. 

While the results of our study should only be viewed as 
early observations and not as conclusive evidence about the 
quality of systems or likelihood of their success, they do 
signal areas for agencies, OPM, and the Congress to be con- 
cerned about as SES performance appraisal systems continue 
in operation. Agencies still have time to correct their per- 
formance appraisal systems before problems become too diffi- 
cult to overcome. User acceptance is very important to 
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successful implementation of performance appraisal systems, 
and agencies should continue to obtain feedback from SES 
members to monitor problems they may be experiencing. The 
questionnaire results in appendixes II and III can help agen- 
cies identify problem areas and can serve as the basis for 
future evaluations of their systems. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend the Director, OPM: 

--Require agencies to establish and implement comprehen- 
sive evaluation and monitoring systems for their SES 
performance appraisal processes. 

--Issue minimum standards and requirements which should 
be included in all evaluation systems implemented by 
agencies. 

--Provide guidelines to agencies on how to establish and 
implement an effective evaluation process. 

--Follow up with agencies to insure that evaluation systems 
are being properly and effectively implemented. 

As you know, section 236 of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1970 requires the head of a Federal agency to submit a 
written statement of actions taken on our recommendations. 
This written statement must be submitted to the Senate Commit- 
tee on Governmental Affairs and the House Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations not later than 60 days after thejdate of the 
report. A written statement must also be submitted to the 
House and Senate Committees on Appropriations with an agency's 
first request for appropriations made more than 60 days after 
the date of the report. 

We are sending copies of this report to the Director, 
Office of Management and Budget, and to the head of each 
agency involved in our review. 

Sincerely yours, 
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APPENDIX I 

SES BACKGROUND 

APPENDIX I 

Passage of CSRA of 1978 (Public Law 95-454) marked a new era 
in the management of the Federal work force. Recognizing that 
the quality of the Federal civil service depends greatly on the 
quality and motivation of its senior leadership, CSRA established 
a new comprehensive personnel system for executives--SES--which 
is designed to 

--provide better management of the number and distribution 
of Federal executives, 

--give agency managers greater flexibility in assigning 
executives where they are most needed, 

--insure that career people entering SES have managerial 
qualifications, 

--make executives individually accountable for their per- 
formance, 

--permit removal of those whose performance is less than 
fully successful and does not show improvement, 

--link compensation with performance, 

--offer increased advancement opportunities to career 
executives, and 

--simplify the numerous pay and other laws previously 
governing senior executive levels. 

SES went into effect on July 13, 1979, when nearly 7,000 
eligible executives became members. It is a gradeless system 
where salary and status are personal and not dependent on the 
position one occupies. 

SES STRUCTURE AND PROCESS 

SES encompasses most of the managerial/supervisory posi- 
tions in the executive branch formerly classifiable at General 
Schedule (GS)-16, 17, and 18 and Executive Levels IV and V (or 
their equivalents) that do not require Senate confirmation. 
Certain positions remain outside SES by statutory exclusion 
or by the President on recommendation from OPM. 

Four types of appointments can occur under SES. 

Career: Selection under the merit staffing process-- 
0PM approves candidates' managerial qualifications. 
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Noncareer: Selection not under the merit staffing 
process --OPM does not review candidates' managerial 
qualifications. 

Limited term: Nonrenewable appointment to a position 
whose duties expire within 3 years. 

Limited emergency: Nonrenewable appointment for up 
to 18 months to meet an urgent need. 

CSRA requires five or more SES pay rates. The President 
established six levels of pay-- Executive Schedule (ES)-1 
(lowest) through ES-6 (highest). 

CSRA established an overall limit of 10,777 SES positions 
plus non-SES GS supergrade positions. The size of SES for each 
agency is based on program needs. OPM allocates SES positions 
to each agency for a 2-year period. As of December 31, 1980, 
agencies had established 8,324 SES positions and had filled 
7,042 with senior executives, including 6,411 career-designated 
senior executives. 

Career executives in SES with fully successful performance 
ratings can receive lump-sum performance awards (bonuses) of up 
to 20 percent of their base pay. CSRA limits the number of 
awards granted in any fiscal year to 50 percent of all SES po- 
sitions in an agency. However, concerned about potential 
abuses, the Congress passed subseqllent legislation which lim- 
ited the number of awards to 25 percent of positions for fiscal 
years 1980 and 1.981 awards. OPM further limited bonuses in 
each year to 20 percent of the eligible career employees. 
Career executives are also eliqiblt? for Meritorious Executive 
and Distinguished Executive ranks: 

--Meritorious Executive ranks can be awarded to a maximum 
of 5 percent of SES each year and have a lump-sum 
award of $10,000. 

--Distinguished Executive ranks can be awarded to a maxi- 
mum of 1 percent of the SES each year and have a lump- 
sum award of $20,000. 

CSRA also requires each agency to develop, according to 
OPM standards, one or more SES performance appraisal systems 
designed to 

--permit accurate evaluation of performance on the basis of 
criteria which specify a position's critical elements, 

--provide for systematic appraisals of performance, 

--encourage excellence in performance, and 
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--provide a basis for determining eligibility for retention 
and for performance awards. 

Each system must be reviewed and approved by OPM. 

SES performance appraisal 

The performance appraisal process is one of the most 
important aspects of SES. Because SES performance appraisal 
systems will be the basis for making most executive personnel 
decisions, including monetary performance awards, assignments, 
development, advancement, and dismissals, they are the corner- 
stone of CSRA's goal of improving Federal management and 
productivity. 

CSRA is specific in requiring that certain features and 
procedures be incorporated in all systems. For example, CSRA 
requires that each senior executive's performance be appraised 
and rated at least once a year on the basis of individual and 
organizational objectives established at the beginning of a 
rating period. The process for setting these performance 
requirements and objectives is required to be a collaborative 
effort between the executive and supervisor. Areas of perform- 
ance measurement outlined in CSRA include productivity, quality 
of work, timeliness of performance, cost efficiency, and prog- 
ress in meeting affirmative action goals. 

Assessment of an executive's progress in meeting the de- 
fined performance requirements is made initially by the super- 
visor, with subsequent evaluation by performance review boards 
(PRBs) within the agency. These PRBs, according to OPM guidance, 

--review and evaluate the initial appraisal and rating 
by the senior executive's supervisors: the senior 
executive's written response, if any; and the written 
review of the initial appraisal by a higher-level 
executive, if such a review was made: 

--can have a continuing monitoring function designed to 
improve and strengthen the entire performance appraisal 
system; 

--should make a written recommendation concerning an exe- 
cutive's appraisal and rating: and 

--are also responsible for making recommendations to the 
appointing authority concerning individual awards to 
be granted to fully successful career appointees. 

By law, agency performance appraisal systems must provide 
for at least three levels of competence: fully successful, 
minimally satisfactory, and unsatisfactory. SES executives 
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with ratings of "fully successfulU or above are eligible for 
performance awards. A "minimally satisfactory" or "unsatis- 
factory" rating can result in removal from SES. 

An important change stimulated by CSRA was to delegate 
greater responsibility to agencies in personnel administration. 
In accordance with this concept the act gave each agency pri- 
mary responsibility for developing one or more SES performance 
appraisal systems, subject to standards and regulations estab- 
lished by OPM. CSRA requires OPM to review systems to deter- 
mine if they meet provisions of the act and to take corrective 
actions as required. Thus, even though agencies are delegated 
responsibilities for developing systems, it is OPM's responsi- 
bility to provide them guidance, monitor their progress, and 
insure they are implementing effective systems. 

Implementation time frames 

Federal agencies were given less than a year by OPM to 
design and implement SES performance appraisal systems. CSFa 
became law in October 1978, and on February 5, 1979, OPM issued 
a special bulletin to agencies setting out several milestones 
for SES appraisal implementation. It gave agencies until 
May 1, 1979, to submit a performance appraisal plan to it for 
approval-- 3 months after the bulletin was issued and 7 months 
after CSRA was passed. The bulletin also required agencies 
to establish, by October 1979, organizational and personnel 
goals, performance standards, and critical elements for each 
SES position, and to formally communicate them to incumbents. 
In effect, this required agencies to begin the appraisal proc- 
ess in 8 months, or just a year after passage of CSRA. Dur- 
ing this time frame, agencies were also burdened with the need 
to convert their executives to SE:S and put SES into operation 
by CSRA's July 13, 1979, deadline. Finally, the bulletin re- 
quired agencies to complete their first SES performance ratings 
no later than October 1980. CSRA did not specify SES perform- 
ance appraisal milestones other than the requirement for exe- 
cutives to be rated at least once a year. 
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RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE SENT TO 53 AGENCIES 

This appendix contains the questions and response rates of 
the questionnaire we distributed to 53 agency heads. The ques- 
tionnaire format in this appendix is altered slightly from the 
one mailed to the agencies in order to provide space for dis- 
playing responses. 

It was not appropriate for all agencies to answer some 
questions because of answers to other questions. The number 
of agencies is usually indicated in each question by "n=,II 
followed by the number of agencies: for example, n=53, or n=46. 
Percentages for responses do not always add to exactly 100.0 
due to rounding. 
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U.S. GENfZRALA033JNTING OFFICE 

INSTRUCTIONS 

Survey Of Senior Executive Service 
Performnce Appraisal Systems 

Please keep in mind 
these questions refer 9 
to your agency's SES perform 
ance appraisal sys and not 
to its Merit Pay or other 
appraisal systems. 

The p4q3cee of this questionnaire 
is to obtain information on the status 
of development and implementation of 
your agency's Senior Executive Service 
(SES) performance appraisal system. 
Although the SES concepthas been in 
effect for mly a short tim, the 
information ycu provide can help 
it to better serve your needs and 
those of the entire Government. 

Ycu may not need to answer every 
question. Instructions have been 
provided thrcughout the questionnaire 
to branch you around questions which 
will not apply to your agency. 
Thus, you will see statements such 
as "Go To Question 7" indicating 
which question you should answer 
next. 

Most of the questions can be 
answered by circling the nurrber 
printed beside the appropriate 
answer. These numbers are for 
keypunching purposes only. For 
example : 

1 
2 
3 

To answer some questions you may 
have to contact others in your 
agency or consult various records 
and files. We encourage you to 
do this in order that the roost 
accurate inform&ion possible is 
provided. 

In answering this question- 
naire, Please use the following 
definitions: 

Performance appraisal systm- 
refers to the entire process of 
establishing senior executive 
performance objectives; conducting 
performance reviews and appraisals: 
reomtending ratings, rewards, and 
other actions: and determining final 
performance ratings. 

Your agency--is the organizational 
unit to which you belong and that 
is responsible for designing a 
distinct SES performmce appraisal 
system. For exanple, lxlreaus in 
the Department of Ccrrmerce have 
designed eleven distinct SES 
performance appraisal systems 
under general Departmental guide- 
lines. Consequently, if you worked 
for the Department of Corrnnerce, when 
this questionnaire refers to llyour 
agency" it is referring to the par- 
ticular bureau for which ycu work. 
However, if ycu work at an agency 
or department with only one SES 
performance appraisal system (like 
NASA or the Department of Energy), 
"your agency" refers to the entire 
governmental agency or department. 

Performance objectives--refer to 
the goals or performance factors 
against which an executive's 
perforrrence will be measured at 
the end of an appraisal period. 
Agency's have referred to these by 
such term as performance require- 
ments, performance standards, or 
performance plans. 
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SECTION A GENERAL 

Al. Please print your name, title, and phone 
number. 

NAME 

TITLE 

TELEPHONE 

A2. Please print your agency's name and your 
location. 

AGENCY 

LOCATION (CITY, STATE OR WASHINGTON, D.C.) 

FIFTY-THREE AGENCIES AND AGENCY SUBUNITS RESPONDING 

Department of Agriculture 
Civil Aeronautics Board 
Department of Commerce 

Office of the Secretary 
Office of the Chief Economist 
Bureau of the Census 
Economic Development 

Administration 
International Trade 

Administration 
Maritime Administration 
National Bureau of Standards 
National Oceanic & Atmos- 

pheric Administration 
Patent and Trademark Office 

Department of Defense 
Office of the Secretary 
Department of the Air Force 
Department of the Army 
Department of the Navy 

Department of Education 
Department of Energy 
Environmental Protection 

Agency 
Equal Employment Opportunity 

Commission 
Federal Communications 

Commission 
Federal Emergency Management 

Agency 
Federal Trade Commission 
General Services Administra- 

tion 
Department of Health and 

Human Services 
Office of the Secretary 

and other 
Food and Drug Admin- 

istration 
Health Care Financing 

Administration 
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National Institute of Health- 
Extramural Scientists 

National Institute of Health- 
Intramural Scientists 

Office of the Assistant 
Secretary Health/Health 
Services Acktinistration 

Department of Housing and 
Urban Developtrmt 

Departmsnt of the Interior 
U.S. International Development 

Cooperation Agency 
Interstate Camkerce Ccmnission 
Department of Justice 
Departmental System 
Imnigraticm and Naturalizaticm 

Service 
Departn-entofLakm- 

National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration 

National Labor Relations Board 
National Science Foundation 
Nuclear Regulatory Ccnmission 
Office of Management and Budget 
Office of Personnel Managment 
Securities and Exchange Ccmnission 
Smll Business Administration 
Depai-tmmt of State 
Department of the Transportation 
Department of Treasury 

Office of the Secretary 
Office of the Camptroller of the Currency 
Office of the General Camsel 
Internal Revenue Service 
U.S. Custms Service 
U.S. Arm Control and 

Disamement Agency 
Veterans Administration 

A3. For your Agency, please give the number of SES personnel 
actually on bard in each category as of April 1, 1980: 

Headquarters Field 

Career 
Non-Career 
Limited Urgency 
Limited Term 

- 

TOTAL REmRTED 

Appcintmenttype 

Career 
NonXareer 
Limited Emergency 
LimitedTerm 

Headquarters Field Totals 

4,059 1,746 5,805 
431 G3 499 

10 0 10 
47 0 47 

1,814 6,361 

Career inheadquarters Career in field 
Number of Senior Number of Percent of Nun&r of Percent of 

Executives aqencies agencies agencies agencies 

1 1.9 16 
8 15.1 19 

16 30.2 8 
14 26.4 3 
10 18.9 5 

3 5.7 2 
0 0.0 0 

1.9 0 - 

30.2 
35.8 
15.1 

5.7 
9.4 
3.8 
0.0 
0.0 

53 
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Noncareer, headquarters 
Nuxt-ber of Senior Nurrbsrof Percent of 
Executives 

0 
1-19 

20-49 
SO-99 

100-199 
200-299 
300-399 
400-499 

Total 

agencies aqencies 

10 18.9 
35 66.0 
8 15.1 

53 100.0 

Limited emerqency, headquarters Limited emergency, field 
Number of Senior Numberof Percent of Nwnber of Percent of 
Executives 

0 
l-19 

agencies agencies 

48 90.6 
5 9.4 

53 loo .o 

Limited tern headquarters 
Number of Senior Numberof Percent of 
Executives agencies aqencies 

0 42 79.2 

Noncareer, field 
Nurrberof Percent of 
agencies agencies 

43 81.1 
10 18.9 

53 100.0 

aqencies agencies 

53 loo.0 

53 100.0 

Limited term field 
Nm-ber of Percent of 
agencies agencies 

53 100.0 

53 100.0 

A4. Please supply the dates on tiich each of the following 
events occurred or are anticipated in the design and 
implementation of your agency's SES performance apprais- 
al system. Use the initials "ND" if the date on which 
the event will occur has not been determined yet. Use 
"NK" if not km. 

Date system design began 

Date system design completed 

Date system plan submitted 
to OPM for approval 

Date system plan approved 
by OPM 

Date first rating period 
began 

Date first SES bmuses were 
or plan to be paid 
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FREQENCY DlSTFUEUTIONS 

APPENDIX II 

Date SystemDesign Began 

NLlIlbC?r Nundxr 
rm/yr responding Percent rm/yr responding Percent 

4/78 1 1.9 2/79 5 
8/78 1 1.9 3/79 8 

10/78 2 3.8 4/79 5 
H/78 8 15.1 5/79 1 
12,'78 5 9.4 6,'79 2 

l/79 10 18.9 9/79 1 - 
3/m 1 

No answer 3 
27 2C 

Date System Design Completed 

9.4 
15.1 

9.4 
1.9 
3.8 
1.9 
1.9 
5.7 

Number Number 
rm/yr responding Percent m/yr responding Percent 

U/78 1 1.9 7/79 5 
l/79 1 1.9 8/79 7 
3/79 1 1.9 9/79 3 
4/79 9 17.0 10/79 1 
5/79 9 17.0 12/79 1 
6/79 9 17.0 5/a 1 - 

6/@3 1 
No answer 4 

30 23 

9.4 
13.2 

5.7 
1.9 
1.9 
1.9 
1.9 
7.5 

Date Plan Submitted to OEW 

Number Number 
tm/yr responding Percent i-m/yr responding Percent 

4/79 5 9.4 9/79 3 5.7 
5/79 12 22.6 11/79 1 1.9 
6/79 11 20.8 12/79 1 1.9 
7/79 7 13.2 4/m 1 1.9 
8/79 4 7.5 7/m 1 1.9 - 

No answer 7 13.2 
39 14 

Date Plan Approved by OPM 

NUK!bW Number 
m/yr responding Percent rm/yr responding Percent 

T/79 4 7.5 9/79 9 17.0 
e/79 5 9.4 10/79 6 11.3 
7/79 3 5.7 12/79 2 3.8 
8/79 13 24.5 l/@J 2 3.8 - 

7/80 1 1.9 
No answer 8 15.1 

25 28 

24 



APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

Date Plan Approved by OPM 

Number Number 
m&r responding Percent mdyr responding Percent 

5/79 4 7.5 9/79 9 17.0 
6/79 5 9.4 10/79 6 11.3 
7/79 3 5.7 12/79 2 3.8 
8/79 13 24.5 l/80 2 3.8 - 

7/80 1 1.9 

i 

25 
No answer 8 

28 

Date First Ratinq Period Began 

Number 
mdyr responding Percent 

7/79 5 9.4 
10/79 33 62.2 
11/79 1 1.9 
12/79 1 1.9 

l/80 6 11.3 - 

46 

Number 
mo/yr responding 

2/80 1 
3,'80 1 
4/80 2 
5,'80 1 
7,'80 1 

lo/80 1 
7 

15.1 

Percent 

1.9 
1.9 
3.8 
1.9 
1.9 
1.9 

100.0 

Date First SES Bonuses Were or Plan to be Paid 

Number Number 
mdyr respondinq Percent mo/yr responding Percent 

4/80 1 1.9 lo/80 20 37.7 
5,'80 1 1.9 U/80 1 1.9 
7/80 2 3.8 12/80 12 22.6 
8/80 3 5.7 7 13.2 
9/80 

l/81 
3 5.7 9/81 1 1.9 - 

No answer 2 3.8 
10 43 

A5. Was your performance appraisal system formally pre- 
tested? (For example, conducting an appraisal pro- 
cess on a trial basis) 

Number 
respondinq Percent 

Yes 
NO 

7 13.2 
46 86.8 
53 100.0 
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A7. lb what extent did the following factors cause 
your agency to miss the May 1, 1979 deadline? 

Great Moderate Scm Minim1 No 
extent extent extent extent extent F F II_ - 

Percent respondinq 

n= - 

28 

28 

28 

28 

28 
."' 

A. 

l3. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

Too little time 
(unrealistic 
timeframe) 

Lack of agency 
resources 

Lack of timely 
guidance fran OPM 

Lack of priority 
within your agency 

Other, please 
specif.3 

64.3 14.3 14.3 

21.4 10.7 28.6 

3.6 10.7 35.7 

10.7 3.6 10.7 

14.3 3.6 3.6 

7.1 

10.7 28.6 

21.4 28.6 

14.3 60.7 

78.6 

A8. Please indicate a deadline date that, in ycm opinion, would 
have allowed adequate tin-e. 

Month YfXS 

Responses 

mo/yr 
6/79 
7/79 
8/79 
9/79 

10/79 
l/@J 
c/f33 

No answer 

Nurrber 
respondinq 

28 
53 

Percent 

17.0 
11.3 

3.8 
7.5 
3.8 
1.9 
1.9 

52.8 

A9. Will there be encxlgh time to design and irrplemsnt your 
SES perfomnce appraisal system while meeting the 
October 1, 1980 deadline for performance rating? 

Nurrber 
responding Percent 

- 
Yes (Go to question A 11) 50 94.3 
No 3 5.7 

53 1ZZ 
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AlO. Please indicate a deadline date #at, in your 
opinion, should allm adequate time. 

Month year- 

Responses 

zd!E 

7/m 
12/m 

6/81 

Number responding 

1 
1 
1 

Percent 

1.9 
1.9 
1.9 

No akwer 50 
53 

All. As of OPM's October 1979 deadline, what percentage 
of your agency's senior executives had performme 
objectives and critical job elements established 
and mmmni cated to them in writing? 

Number responding Percent 

All (go to question A141 12 22.6 
-About 3/4 12 22.6 

About l/2 5 9.4 
Abut l/4 4 7.5 
None 18 34.0 
No response 2 3.8 

53 loo.0 

A12. To what extent did the folkming factors cause 
your agency to miss the October 1979 deadline? 

Great Moderate some Minimal No 
extent extent extent extent extent ~ __ - - ~ 

Percent responding __-- 

n= - 

40 A. Tm little time 
(unrealistic 
timeframe) 50.0 12.5 15.0 10.0 12.5 

40 B. Diffimlty of 
executives being 
able to establish 
objectives 7.5 20.0 30.0 17.5 25.0 

40 C. Lack of agency 
rescurces 15.0 7.5 20.0 20.0 37.5 

40 D. Lack of timely 
guidance from 
OPM 2.5 5.0 25.0 32.5 35.0 

40 E. Lack of priority 
within your 
agency 5.0 2.5 22.5 17.5 52.5 

39 F. Other, please 
specify 23.1 7.7 2.6 - 66.7 
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A13. By what date did or will all senior executives 
in your agency have approa critical jcb ele- 
ments and performme objectives ccrrmnicated 
to them in writing? 

Month Year 

Responses in=411 

Number 
m/yr respondinq Percent 

10/79 2 4.9 
11/79 1 2.4 
12/79 5 12.2 

1/a 4 9.8 
2/m 2 4.9 
3/m 4 9.8 

Number 
m/p- responding Percent 

4/80 6 14.6 
5/m 6 14.6 
W3’3 7 17.1 
7/m 2 4.9 

lo/80 1 2.4 
12/So 1 2.4 

Al4. To what extent were the folkming involved in the 
design of your agency's SES performance system? 

n= 

53 

53 

46 

53 

53 

53 

53 

A. Agency's 
personnel staff 

B. Agency's senior 
executives at 
a headquarters 
level other than 
those cn the 
personnel staff 

C. Specifically, 
agency's senior 
executives at 
regional or 
field locations 

D. OPM Staff 

E. Paidexternal 
consultants 

F. Non-paid exter- 
nal consultants 
(other than OPM) 

G. Agency head,dep- 
ty or equivalent 
(com-ksioners, 
directors, etc.) 

Great Moderate 
extent extent - ~ 

73.6 15.1 9.4 1.9 

62.3 22.6 11.3 3.8 

15.2 19.6 

11.3 - 

1.9 - 

35.8 20.8 26.4 

28 

SCiW Minimal No 
extent extent extent 

26.1 10.9 26.1 

11.3 35.8 52.8 

11.3 3.8 

1.9 7.5 

11.3 

73.6 

88.7 

5.7 

2.2 
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Al5. 

n= - 

53 

53 

53 

53 

To what extent did your agency adopt a performnce appraisal 
system designed or used by each of the follming? 

A. Another Federal 
agency 

B. State or local 
government agency 

C. Private sector 
organization 

D. An external 
consultant 

Fully Partially 
adopted adopted 

3.8 41.5 

20.8 

15.1 

Not Don't 
at all knm - - 

49.1 5.7 

94.3 5.7 

75.5 3.8 

83.0 1.9 

SECTIONB SYSTEM CmWclWusr1cs 

Bl. Please indicate the extent to whi& the following are used 
as a basis to appraise senior executive performance. 

n= - 

53 A. Personnel traits 
exhibited while 
performing work (For 
exarqle, leadership, 
initiative, forceful- 
ness reliability, 
etc.) 

No 
Great Moderate some Minimal extent Don't 
extent extent extent extent applicable knm - - __L- 

Percent responding 

1.9 5.7 17.0 35.8 37.7 1.9 

53 B. Behaviors used in 
working to meet 
objectives (For 
example, organizing 
work, delegating 
authority, mtivat- 
ing people, cxmrmni- 
eating effectively, 
etc.) 26.4 39.6 15.1 9.4 7.5 

5 13 C. Whether or not 
objectives are met, 
without regard to 
behaviors used (For 
example, meeting 
deadlines, staying 
within lxldgets, 
quantity or quality 
of work, etc.) 86.8 11.3 1.9 

53 D. Other, please 
specify 9.4 3.8 3.8 79.2 

1.9 

3.8 
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B2. To what extent will performnce appraisal systems for the 
follming employee groups be based on your agency's SBS 
system? 

Great Moderate Scn-e No Not Don't 
extent extent extent extent applicable knm - _ -___ 

Percent responding 

g= 

53 

53 

53 

53 

A. Non-S& execu- 
tives (~~-16 to 
18, Executive 
level IV, V or 
equivalent) 58.5 3.8 7.5 5.7 15.1 9.4 

B. "Merit Pay" (/ 

emploY=s 52.8 18.9 15.1 3.8 5.7 3.8 

C. Other "pro- 
fessional" 
employees 

i 
18.9 22.6 22.6 5.7 11.3 18.9 

D. "Non-profes- 
sionalll 
emp1QY-S 

p 

13.2 9.4 39.6 9.4 11.3 17.0 

B3. To what extent is a senior executive's performance in each of 
the follming areas explicitly required to be included as a 
part of his or her performance objectives? 

Must be Must be included 
a critical (but not a critical Not j 
job element job element) Recmmended reccn-rmended 

I 

Percent Responding 

n= - 

53 A. Evaluating 
subordinates 26.4 

53 B. Performance 
coaching/ 
counseling of 
subordinates 17.0 

53 C. Professional 
developm-znt of 
subordinates 22.6 

53 D. Meeting affirm 
ative action 
and EEl3 objec- 
tives 50.9 

39.6 26.4 7.5 

30.2 41.5 11.3 

32.1 35.8 9.4 

43.4 5.7 
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B4. As a matter of written policy, which of the following are 
intended uses of your agency's SES performance appraisal 
system? (Circle as many as apply) 

Number 
responding Percent 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

Give feedback to executives 
to help improve performance 

Identify developmental/ 
training needs 

Career counseling 

Determine pay rates 

Determine bonuses 

Determine meritorious and 
distinguished executive ranks 
recommendations 

Basis for negative personnel 
actions (removal from SES, demo- 
tion, etc.) 

Basis for positive personnel 
actions (promotions etc.) 

Other, please specify 

49 

47 88.7 

35 66.0 

44 83.0 

53 100.0 

47 88.7 

52 98.1 

44 

2 

92.5 

83.0 

3.8 

B5. In general, will pay and bonus recommendations or decisions 
be discussed between a senior executive and his or her super- 
visor in the same session as performance 
development needs? 

Number 
responding 

Yes 9 

No 10 

Will be the option of 
the supervisor and/or 
subordinate 

Not determined 8 

Don't know 

25 

I. 
53 

improvement and/or 

Percent 

17.0 

18.9 

47.2 

15.1 

1.9 
100.0 
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B6. How often are interim performance reviews between supervisors 
and subordinates required by your agency? 

At least once a year 

At least twice a year 11 20.8 

At least three times 
a year 

More than three times 
a year 

Not required 2 3.8 

As needed 8 15.1 

Not yet determined 

Number 
responding Percent 

26 49.1 

5 9.4 

1 1.9 

0.0 
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SECTION C--COST INFORMATION 

Cost data is not included due to inconsistencies by agencies 
in reporting it. Many agencies did not provide figures for a 
number of the cost categories, and there was little consistency 
regarding which categories were reported. In our opinion, re- 
porting the data would be incomplete and misleading about the 
cost of designing and implementing systems. 
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SECTION D 

APPENDIXII 

TRAINING 

Dl. As of October 1, 1979, approximtely what portion of senior 
executives in youragencY received formal training in each 
of the follcwing subjects? 
prior to 1978. 

Do not include training received 

About About About About Don't 
all 3/4 m l/4 &km know - - - -- 

Percent responding 

n= - 

53 A. Agency policies 
and procedures for 
performance apprai- 
sal in the SES 66.0 5.7 - 3.8 24.5 - 

53 B. Haw to establish 
performance objec- 
tives 60.4 7.5 5.7 3.8 22.6 - 

53 C. Develapment of 
performance 
appraisal skills 
(e.g. Hew to 
eliminate bias, 
etc.) 45.3 5.7 - 5.7 34.0 9.4 

53 D. Performance 
counseling and 
coaching skills 
(e.g. conmuni- 
eating and esb- 
blishing rapport 30.2 7.5 3.8 9.4 41.5 7.5 
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D2. Approximately what portion of senior executives will have received 
form1 training in each of the following subjects by October 1, 1980? 

n= - 

53 

53 

53 

53 

Note: 

A. 

9. 

C. 

D. 

If 
in 
to 

About About Akut About Don't 
all 3/4 w7 l/4 None knm v v - --- 

Percent responding 

Agency policies 
andprocedures 
for performance 
appraisal in the 
SEX 88.7 

How to establish 
performance 
abjectives 83.0 

Dsvelqmnt of 
performance 
appraisal skills 
(e.g. How to 
eliminate bias, 
etc.) 67.9 

Performance 
counseling and 
coaching skills 
(e.g. ccmnunica- 
ting and esta- 
blishing rapport) 52.8 

5.7 

7.5 

5.7 

7.5 

1.9 

1.9 

5.7 

3.8 

5.7 

3.8 

11.3 

1.9 

1.9 

9.4 11.3 

15.1 7.5 

your agency either has not given or will not give training 
the areas listed in Dl and D2 above by October 1, 1980, skip 
Question D9. 
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D3. What will be the length of training provided to your senior execu- 
tives byOctober1, 1980 in each of the following subjects? 

4 hrs. About 1 About About 1-2 None 
or less say 2 days 3-5 days weeks provided 

Percent responding 

n= - 

51 

51 

51 

51 

68.6 21.6 9.8 - - 

45.1 39.2 13.7 2.0 - 

A. Agency 
policies and 
procedures 
for perform- 
ance apprai- 
sal in the 
SES 

B. How to 
establish 
performance 
objectives 

C. Develqment 
of perform- 
ance appraisal 
skills (e.g. 
Hc~toelimi- 
nate bias, 
etc.) 56.9 13.7 13.7 - - 15.7 

D. Performance 
counseling and 
coaching 
skills (e.g. 
comnunicating 
and establish- 
ing rapport 56.9 11.8 11.8 19.6 

w. Would your agency have preferred to give mre training? 

n=52 

Yes (Go to Question D5) 
~ No (Go to Question D6) 

Number 
responding 

32 
20 
52 

Percent 

61.5 
38.5 

100.0 
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D5. What prevented rccre training? 

A. Budget limitations 

B. Lack of time 

C. Executive availability 

D. Other, please specify 

1~32 

Nurrber Percent of 32 
responding agencies 

7 21.9 

22 68.8 

24 75.0 

5 15.6 

lx. To what extent were the follwing involved in the design of 
the training? 

n= - 

52 A. In-house staff 

52 B. WM staff 

52 C. Paid external 
consultants 
(excluding OPM 
staff) 

52 D. Non-paid exter- 
nal consultants 
(excluding OPM 
staff) 

Great Moderate SYW Minim4 No 
extent extent extent extent extent ---___I- 

Percent respondinq 

75.0 13.5 3.8 5.8 1.9 

1.9 3.8 5.8 26.9 61.5 

42.3 3.8 11.5 5.8 36.5 

9.6 90.4 

D7. To what extent were the follwing involved in conducting the training? 

n=52 

Great Moderate 
extent extent ~ - 

52 A. In-house staff 59.6 11.5 

52 B. OPM staff 1.9 3.8 

52 C. Paid external 
consultants 
(excluding OPM 
staff) 44.2 1.9 

52 D. Non-paid external 
consultants (ex- 
cluding OPM staff) - 

37 

SWE 
extent 

17.3 

11.5 

13.5 

Nininal No 
extent extent -- 

9.6 1.9 

11.5 71.2 

3.0 36.5 

1.9 98.1 
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Jx. To what extent were the following used to provide training? 

Great Moderate Same Minimal No 
extent extent extent extent extent - - - -- 

Percent responding 

n= - 

52 

52 

52 

52 

52 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

5.8 
Internal seminars 
or classes 86.5 3.8 1.9 1.9 

Tuition type exter- 
nal classes 
(American Management 
Association, college 
courses etc.) 1.9 1.9 9.6 86.5 

OPM classes and 
development pro- 
gr- 3.8 7.7 23.1 65.4 

Another Federal 
agency's classes 
(N~~-I-cPM) 1.9 3.8 94.2 

Other, please 
specify 

7.7 - 3.8 88.5 

lx. Has your agency provided written guidance to its senior executives 
on the follwing aspects of perfomnce appraisal? 

Percent responding 

Yes No - 

n= - 

53 A. Agency policies and 
procedures for performance 
appraisal in the SFS 98.1 1.9 

53 B. Hew to establish per- 
formance objectives 98.1 1.9 

53 C. Performance appraisal 
skills (e.g. How to 
eliminate bias, etc.) 58.5 41.5 

53 D. Perfomance counseling 
and aching skills 
(e.g. cormtunicating and 
establishing rapport) 56.6 43.4 
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SECTION E BONUSES 

El. About what percent of career SES members will receive bonuses 
for fiscal year 1980 performance? 

More than 50 percent 

50 percent 

25 to 49 percent 

One to 24 percent 

Number responding Percent 

5 9.4 

5 9.4 

12 22.6 

0 0.0 

None 

Undetermined at this time 

0 0.0 

31 58.5 
53 

E2. In subsequent fiscal years, about what percent of career SES 
members will receive bonuses? 

More than 50 percent 

50 percent 

25 to 49 percent 

One to 24 percent 

Number responding Percent 

3 5.7 

4 7.5 

11 20.8 

0 0.0 

None 0 0.0 

Not determined at this time 35 66.0 
53 100.0 

39 



APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

E3. To what extent are each of the follming likely to be taken into 
account in determining hew many or which executives will be awarded 
bonuses? 

very 
great Great Moderate Minimal Not at 
extent extent extent extent all - - ~ - - 

Percent responding 

n= - 

53 

53 

53 

53 

53 

53 

A. The nun-&r of 
executives who 
excel 83.0 13.2 3.8 

8. The bonus per- 
centages we 
understand other 
agencies will be 
awarding 3.8 9.4 35.8 50.9 

C. The desire to 
distribute bonuses 
to as marry exea- 
tives as possible 5.7 15.1 18.9 

D. The opportunity 
to overcome the 
effects of pay 
compression 5.7 9.4 15.1 

E. The possibility 
of reducing execu- 
tive turnover 5.7 5.7 37.7 

F. Other, please 
specify 11.3 1.9 - 

26.4 34.0 

34.0 35.8 

26.4 24.5 

- 86.8 

E4. To what extent do you plan to use cash "incentive awards" for the follckring 
groups of senior executives as a substitute or supplement to bonuses? 

Great Moderate Minimal No Not 
extent extent extent extent deter-rained - - - 

Percent responding 
n= - 

53 

53 

53 

A. For career execu- 
tives not receiving 
bonuses 3.8 

B. For career exem- 
tives receiving 
bonuses 

C. For non-career 
executives 15.1 

9.4 22.6 15.1 49.1 

5.7 15.1 30.2 49.1 

22.6 1.9 11.3 49.1 
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E5. Indicate the ammt of funding for SES bonuses and incentive 
awards included in your agency's fiscal year 1980 and 1981 
budgets. If not a "line item" in the budget, please indicate 
the murk you expect to pay. Indicate %oneU if none is 
budgeted and "ND" if not determined. 

Fy 1980” FY 1981* 

Ekmuses $ $ 

Incentive awards $ $ 

Bonuses as a 
percent of SES 
salaries $ $ 

*Data provided by agencies for this question was incomplete; 
we therefore are not including the data. 

E6. Does your agency have specific written criteria for directly 
linking Lnnus decisions to performance appraisal results 
(e.g. numerical scales of performance that are directly 
tied to various bonus amounts)? 

Number 
responding Percent 

No, but will be established 3 5.7 

No, do not knm if it will 
be established 13 24.5 

No, do not intend to 13 24.5 
32 100.0 

E7. As a policy, which supervisors of career senior executives cab 
n-eke bonus re cmrnendations? 

Percent Number 
responding responding Percent 

All first line (-iate) supervisors 29 54.7 

Only executives reporting 
to the agency head 9 17.0 

Other, please specify 9 17.0 

None (Go To Section F) 4 7.5 

Not determined (Go To Section F) 2 3.8 

Don't know (Go To Section F) 0 - 0.0 

53 100.0 

41 



APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

E8. For those supervisors making bonus recommendations, how much 
control do they have over the bonuses their subordinates may 
receive? 

n=48 

If the supervisor recommends 
a bonus the subordinate will 
almost always receive it in 
the amount recommended 

Number responding 

0 

If the supervisor recommends 
a bonus the subordinate will 
almost always receive one, but 
not necessarily in the amount 
recommended 5 

If the supervisor recommends 
a bonus the subordinate will 
not necessarily receive one 23 

Other, please specify 9 

Don't know 0 

Not determined at this time 11 - 

48 

Percent 

0.0 

10.4 

47.9 

18.8 

0.0 

22.9 

100.0 
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SECTION F Assistance From The 

Fl. 

F2. 

Office of Personnel 
Manacaement 

To what extent did your agency receive policy guidance from 
OPM - i.e. guidance regarding regulations, operating proce- 
dures, deadlines, and similar information communicated in 
bulletins, letters, or verbal conversations? 

Number of Percent of 
agencies agencies 

As much as we needed 25 47.2 

A lot, but not as much as 
needed 

A lot, however, we didn't 
request any 

Some, but not as much as needed 

Some, however, we didn't request 
any 

None, although we asked for it 

None, however, we didn't 
request any 

No response 

4 

2 

12 

5 

1 

1 

2 

7.5 

3.8 

22.6 

9.4 

1.9 

1.9 

5.7 
100.0 

If you felt that additional policy guidance should have been 
provided by OPM please describe the effects of not having 
that guidance. 

12 agencies, or 23 percent, responded 
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F3. Hm timely was OPM's policy guidance on SES perfor-mmce appraisal? 

Nurrber responding Percent 

It was always available when 
needed (Go To Question F6) 11 20.8 

It was usually available when 
needed 18 34.0 

It was usually later than needed 19 35.8 

It was always later than needed 2 3.8 

We never received any policy 
guidance 0 0.0 

II 

No Response 3 
53 

5.7 
1oKT 

F4. Hm did the timeliness of OPM policy guidance affect the irrplmsntation 
of ycur SES performance appraisal system? 

Nmiber responding Percent 

Caused m implementation delays 

Caused rmderate implementation 
delays 

Caused extensive in-plem.ntaticm 
delays 

No response 

19 45.2 

22 52.4 

0 0.0 

1 2.4 

F5. HCW did the 
of your SES 

42 10525 
timeliness of CPM policy guidance affect the quality 
performance appraisal system? 

Nurrbar responding Percent 

33 78.6 Did not affect the quality 

Affected the quality somewhat 
because lateness caused us to 
rush our effort 8 19.0 

Affected the quality considerably 
because lateness caused us to rush 
cxr effort 0 0.0 

1 2.4 
42 1om 

No response 
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F6. To what extent are you aware of the technical assistance 
OPM offers in SE3 perforce appraisal? 

Great extent 

Mcderate extent 

Minimal extent 

Number responding Percent 

26 49.1 

17 32.1 

6 11.3 

No extent 

No response 

2 3.8 

2 3.8 
53 

F7. To what extent did your agency receive the following kinds of 
technical assistance from OPM in establishing your SE3 perfomnce 
appraisal system? 

None, None, lxlt 
A lot, but some, but although we didn't 

As rmch not as rmch not as imch we asked ask for 

n= - 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

as needed as needed as needed for it Er!Y 

Percent responding 

A. Information on 
performance 
appraisal theory, 
do's and don't's, 
etc. 52.0 

B. Opinions or 
critiques of 
your system 54.0 

C. "Hands on" help 
in designing your 
system 10.0 

D. Providing infomt- 
ation about what 
other agencies 
were doing 50.0 

E. Providing con- 
tact points for 
established suc- 
cessful systems 
(federal or pri- 
vate) 46.0 

F. Providing formal 
training for 
system designers 20.0 

G. Providing formal 
training for 
systems users 20.0 

2.0 

6.0 

2.Q 26.0 8.0 14.0 

4.0 

16.0 

6.0 

4.0 

16.0 

14.0 

12.0 

2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

8.0 26.0 

28.0 

32 .O 

84.0 

66.0 

68.0 
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F7. (continued) 

SO 

50 

A lot, t&It some, but None, None, lx& 
As mch as not as nmch not as nn~ch althaqh we we didn't 

needed as needed as needed asked for it ask for any 

H. Providing assis- 
tancemhawto 
set upyour cmn 
training program 24.0 6.0 2.0 68.0 

I. Providing infor- 
rmtion on other 
training avail- 
able 24.0 2.0 18.0 2.0 54.0 

F%. What other technical assistance from OPM might have been helpful? 

16 agencies, or 30.2 percent, responded 

m. As a tiole, to tiat extent did OPM's technical assistance help in 
the development of your agency's SES performance appraisal system? 

Nun-bar respondinq Percent 

To a great extent 2 3.8 

To a rmderate extent 4 7.5 

To some extent 34 64.2 

To no extent 10 18.9 - 

No response 

El0 . As a whole, to what extent would additional OPM technical 
assistance have helped improve the quality of ycur SES per- 
forrmnce appraisal system? 

Number responding Percent 

20 37.7 

21 39.6 

7 13.2 

1 1.9 

To no extent 

To scme extent 

To a moderate extent 

To a great extent 

No response 4 - 
53 

7.5 

5.7 
100.1 
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SECTION G GENERAL 

Gl . How much support do you feel the top few executives in your 
agency give to the SES performance appraisal system? 

Number of 
agencies Percent 

Strong support 36 67.9 

Mild support 9 17.0 

Indifferent 2 

Mildly against or 
- apprehensive 3 5.7 

Strongly against 0 0.0 

Don't know/No opinion 2 

No Response 1 
53 

1.9 

G2. How much support do you feel the senior executives in your 
agency give to their SES performance appraisal system? 

Number 
responding Percent 

Strong support 14 26.4 

Mild support 22 41.5 

Indifferent 3 5.7 

Mildly against or 
apprehensive 6 11.3 

Strongly against 0 0.0 

Don't know 

No response 
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G3. 

G4. 

Does your agency have a formal plan to evaluate the effec- 
tiveness or quality of your SES performance appraisal system? 

Number 
responding Percent 

Yes (Continue To Question G4) 25 47.2 

Not now, but we will by the 
end of FY 80 (Go To Question 
G5) 7 13.2 

Not now, but we will by the end 
of FY 81 (Go To Question G5) 13 24.5 

Not now, and we don't intend 
to (Go To Question G5) 0 0.0 

Not yet determined (Go To 
Question G5) 8 15.1 

53 100.0 

Who will be responsible for evaluating the quality or ef- 
fectiveness of your SES performance appraisal system? 
Circle all that apply. 

A. Executive Resources Board 

B. Performance Review Board 

C. Inspector General/ Internal 
Audit 

D. Personnel Office 

E. Consultant 

F. OPM 

G. Other, please specify 

n=53 

Number 
Responding 

28 

22 

2 3.8 

19 35.8 

3 5.7 

5 9.4 

13 24.5 

Percent 

52.8 

41.5 
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G5. To what extent was a systematic job analysis done for each 
SES position to aid SES members in establishing their per- 
formance objectives? Circle all that apply. 

n=53 

Number 
respondinq 

5 

5 

3 

Percent 

A. In great detail, for all 

B. In great detail, for most 

C. In great detail, for some 

9.4 

9.4 

5.7 

D. In moderate detail, for 
- all 

E. In moderate detail, for 
- most 

F. In moderate detail, for 
- some 

G. Not done for any 

H. Not done for most 

I. Not done for some 

a 

6 

10 

12 

6 

0 

15.1 

11.3 

la.9 

22.6 

11.3 

0.0 

Please add any comments you may have concerning SES per- 
formance appraisals and the problems you've experienced or 
forsee in its implementation. 

Responded 

Number 
responding Percent 

10 la.9 

No response 43 
53 

81.1 
100.0 
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SENIOR EXECUTIVE QUESTIONNAIRE 

APPENDIX III 

We mailed our questionnaire to a total of 2,085 of the 6,893 
senior executives who were on OPM roles as of December 31, 1979. 
This total includes all senior executives of the 7 agencies we 
visited (1,565) and 520 randomly selected executives from the rest 
of the SES. We sampled all executives in the seven agencies in 
order to stratify responses for those agencies and use the infor- 
mation in our review. Also we wanted to find out if answers 
varied significantly among agencies with differing organizational 
character. (For the most part they didn't.) 

We selected a sampling error goal of 95 percent confidence 
for the Government-wide projection so that the answers would be 
accurate to plus or minus 5 percent of the responses obtained. 
A random sample of 364 senior executives was needed from a 6,893 
universe to meet this error rate. By selecting all senior execu- 
tives whose social security number ended in a digit that was 
randomly selected, the Office of Personel Management selected 
the sample from its data base. This produced a sample of 520 
executives from a universe which excluded the executives from 
the seven agencies. 

The results from the random and one hundred percent samples 
were merged by multiplying a given response by a factor based 
on sample size and the percent of the overall population of 
the respondent's agency. In general, this gave more weight to 
the random sample since each response represented 12 senior 
executives. Unless otherwise indicated, information on the 
questionnaire analysis has been weighted and can be projected 
to the entire Senior Executive Service. 

We mailed the 2,085 questionnaires on June 12, 1980. As 
of the cutoff date (60 days after our initial mailing) 1,554 
questionnaires had been answered and returned. In addition, 
217 questionnaires had been returned as undeliverable because 
of retirements, resignations, or transfers. These 217 ques- 
tionnaires were subtracted from the number mailed in order to 
compute the following response data. 
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Questionnaires 

Agency 

OPM 

NASA 

NOAA 

PTO 

Army 

DOE 

SEC 

Random 
Sample 

Total 

Sent Undeliverable Returned 

64 4 53 88% 

437 33 340 84% 

129 17 89 80% 

26 4 20 91% 

286 34 225 89% 

583 60 413 79% 

40 1 33 85% 

520 

2,085 

Errnr Sampling -_--_ 

64 

217 

381 84% 

1,554 

Response 
rate 

As in any data collection effort which does not obtain 
responses from the entire population, the questionnaire results 
are subject to a certain amount of sampling error. This sampling 
error depends on the level of confidence sought, the number of 
responses, and the observed percentage responding to specific 
questions. Overall, had all respondents answered every question, 
the sampling error at the 95 percent confidence level would have 
been + 4 percent if 50 percent of the participants responded a 
certaxn way and + 2.5 percent if 20 or 80 percent of the partic- 
ipants responded-a certain way. For example, if 50 percent of 
the participants responded that they had received performance 
appraisal training, we would be 95 percent confident that between 
46 and 54 percent of the Federal senior executives received formal 
training. Had 20 percent of the executives responded that they 
had receive training, we would be 95 percent confident that be- 
tween 17.5 and 22.5 percent had received training. Results would 
be somewhat less precise on individual questions depending on 
the number of actual responses to those questions. 

Response rates are percentages of senior executives who 
responded to the question--i.e., rates are adjusted for miss- 
ing responses. For example, in question Al A, the response 
rates are 

51 



APPENDIX III APPENDIX II1 

Number 
responding 

Categories (weighted) 

Strong influence 856 
Moderate influence 1,738 
Minimal influence 1,927 
No influence 985 
Don't know 384 
Missing 179 

6,069 

Percentages do not always add to 
error. 

Unadjusted 
Frequency (%) 

Adjusted 
Frequency (3) 

16.2 16.7 
31.7 32.7 
28.6 29.5 
14.1 14.5 

6.3 6.5 
3.0 B-w 

exactly 100.0 due to rounding 

The weighted number of executives responding to each question 
is also shown and appears with the notation "n=." The percentage 
of executives answering the questionnaire but not answering a 
particular question (non-adusted percent of responses missing) 
can be found by subtracting n from 6,069 (total weighted number 
responding to our questionnaire), dividing by 6,069, and multiply- 
ing the result by 100 i.e., 

% missing = (6,069 - n) x 100 

For example, in question Al A, 

3 missing = (6,069 - 5,890) x 100 - 179 x 100 = 2.9% 
6,069 6,069 

Unadjusted frequencies for each response category can be calculated 
by multiplying n by the response rate, dividing by 6,069, and 
multiplying by 100. 
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U.S. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

Survey of Senior Executives on Performance Appraisal 

Instructions 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to ob- 
tain your opinions about certain aspects of the 
Senior Executive Service (SES). Although the 
SES has been in effect for only a short time, 
the information you provide can help it to better 
serve your needs and those of the entire Government. 

You may not need to answer every question. 
Instructions have been built into the question- 
naire to branch you around questions which do 
not apply to you. Thus, you will see statements 
such as "GO To Question 7" indicating which 
question you should answer next. 

Most of the questions can be answered by 
circling the number printed beside the appropri- 
ate answer. These numbers are for keypunching 
purposes only. For example: 

1 
2 
3 

Please circle only one answer, except where 
the instructions specify that you should circle 
all that apply. 

In answering this questionnaire, please use 
the following definitions. 

Performance appraisal system: The entire process 
of establishing individual performance requirements: 
conducting performance reviews and appraisals; recom- 
mending ratings, rewards, and other actions: and 
determining final performance ratings. 

Your aqency: The organizational unit to which 
you belong that is responsible for designing a 
distinct SES performance appraisal system. For 
example, bureaus in the Department of Commerce 
have designed eleven distinct SES performance 
appraisal systems under general Departmental 
guidelines. Consequently, if you work for the 
Department of Commerce, when this questionnaire re- 
fers to "your agency" it is referring to the par- 
ticular bureau under which you work. However, 
if you work at an agency with only one SES perform- 
ance appraisal system (like NASA or the Department 
of Energy), "your agency" is referring to the 
entire governmental agency to which you belong. 

Performance objectives: The goals or factors 
against which an executive's performance will 
be measured at the end of an appraisal period. 
The term is used here to include what agencies 
have referred to as performance requirements, 
performance standards, and/or performance 
plans. 
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SECTION A SES PEFWmMANcEAPFRA.ISALl 
IN YOUR AGENCY 

The purpose of this section is to obtain your views on hew 
senior executives in your agency as a group are influenced by its 
SES performance appraisal system. The fallowing section, Section 
B, is designed to obtain your views on the impact of your agency's 
performance appraisal system on you personally 

Please note: Some questions in Sections A and B are similar. 
Hmever, the perspectives from which you answer them will be different. 

Al. Please indicate the extent to which you feel the results of 
SITS performance appraisal will influence ea& of the follmkng. 

n= - 

5890 A. Salary decisions 

5878 B. Awarding of bonuses 

5887 C. Awarding of meritorious 
or distinguished ranks 

5855 D. Demotions 

5900 E. Recorrrrendations for 
training or career 
development 

5902 F. Assignment of additional 
authority, responsibility 
or budget 

5902 G. Improved office 
surroundings, increased 
personnel support, or 
fringe benefits 

Strong Mazlerate Minim1 No 
Influence Influence Influence Influence 

16.7 32.7 29.5 14.5 

47.4 25.3 17.2 5.0 

42.4 22.5 20.3 9.3 

35.4 20.2 25.9 8.9 

7.3 29.4 38.2 18.6 6.5 

7.3 25.2 39.0 23.0 5.5 

1.9 5.8 31.0 55.0 6.4 

A2. In your opinion, haw will your agency's SES performmce appraisal 
system affect overall performance of your agency's senior executives? 

Percent 
Responding 

n=5877 

6.1 A. Strong positive effect 

43.4 B. Moderate positive effect 

27.0 c _. No effect 

9.2 D. Moderate negative effect 

2.9 

11.5 

E. Strong negative effect 

F. No opinim/Can't determine at this 
time 

Don't 

6.5 

5.0 

5.5 

9.6 
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A3. In your cpinion, hew will your agency's perfonmnce appraisal 
system affect overall morale of your agency's senior executives? 

Percem? 
Responding 

3.3 

23.4 

17 .o 

30.9 

10.1 

15.3 

A4. Do ynu feel 

IF5893 

Strong psitive effect 

Moderate positive effect 

No effect 

Moderate hegative effect 

Strong negative effect 

No opinicm/Can't determine at this 
tine 

your agency's Performance Review Board (PRB) serves a ~. 
necessary reviw function in performme & award decision rrraking? 

Percent 
Responding 

IF5893 

36.4 Yes 

18.7 No 

44.8 Isn't knm/No opinion 

A5. In your cpinicn, hw likely is it that ea& of the following aspects 
of the SEB system in your agencywillcontributeto irtproved senior 
executive performance? 

IF Verv 
L likeiy 
5880 A. Opportunity 

for bonuses and 
meritorious or 
distinguished 
rank -IIdS 20.2 

58% B. Requirement to 
set specific 
pE!rfO3TlW-l~ 

objectives 23.8 

59m c. OpportUnity 
to receive 
feedbackon 
perfoxtmnce 20.8 

5874 D. Opportunities 
for salary 
increases J-2.6 

5908 E. Opportunities 
for executive 
develqment a& 
sabbaticals 5.8 

-hat Neither likely Bar&hat Very No opinion 
likely nor unlikely likely unlikely don't km.4 

f 

40.3 20.1 5.9 9.9 3.6 

42.4 18.2 5.9 7.6 2.0 

46.1 17.0 7.6 5.7 2.8 

28.7 28.9 9.8 15.1 4.8 

26.1 33.6 13.9 13.3 7.3 
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A-5. (Cent.) 

n= - 
Very .Satmvhat Neither likely s-t 

likely likely 
V-Y 

nor unlikely 
No apinion/ 

unlikely unlikely don't knckv 

Percent responding 

5902 F. Degreeofsup 
portfrcnlmp 
avq -cement 
for the perform 
ante amraisal 
system 19.0 34.7 22.1 a.7 

5890 G. Possibility of 
not receiving 
a bonus 13.8 26.7 26.8 12.3 

5903 H. Possibility of 
removal franSES 
for unsatisfac- 
tory perfomnnce 12.9 24.8 26.4 15.2 

5908 I. Possibility of 
decrease in salary 
or responsibility 8.9 26.1 26.1 17.1 

A6. Hew much influence do you feel ea& of the following will have on 
SFS performance ratings in your agency? 

7.8 7.8 

15.5 4.8 

15.8 5.0 

15.6 6.2 

n= - 

5829 A. 

5851 B. 

5836 c. 

5846 D. 

5862 E. 

5875 F. 

Individual's actual 
performance conpared 
to objectives estab- 
lished with his or 
her supervisor 

Individual's actual 
performnce compared 
with established objet- 
tives, taking into 
consideration their 
difficulty and the 
effects of unantici- 
pated developments 

Years of service in 
the agency 

Degree of Presidential 
Atinistration priority 
given to the work of the 
individual 

Whether an individual 
is located in head- 
quarters or the field 

Extent of active sup- 
port for EB.3 and 
affirmative action 

strong Malerate Minirml No Don’t 
Influence Influence Influence Influence K~LW 

Percent responding 

31.5 44.4 17.7 2.6 3.8 

34.8 39.2 17.7 3.8 4.5 

4.9 la.5 38.7 32.5 5.5 

20.9 23.8 18.1 19.6 17.7 

16.5 24.5 20.0 25.5 13.5 

22.5 33.2 27.7 9.9 6.6 
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Ab. (cont.) 

Strong Malerate MiniJIB No Don't 
Influence Influence Influence Influence IQ-xx n= - 

Percent responding 

5826 G. Ability to obtain sup- 
port from beneficiaries, 
critics, ati overseers 
of work the individual 
is managing 20.9 38.7 22.6 10.1 7.7 

58% H. Ability to work long 
hours and motivate 
subordinates to do 
the sane 18-d 5.5 

7.2 3.9 

15.4 30.8 

28.1 40.8 

30.3 

20.1 

5862 I. Ability to negotiate 
achievable objectives 
with supervisor 

5841J. Number of new 
prcqram initiatives 
put forward during 
the last year 11.7 37.7 31.6 12.9 6.0 

5840 K. Extent to which 
philosqhical beliefs 
are in agreement with 
current Presidential 
Atinistration 17.6 19.4 24.6 27.6 10.8 

5841 L. Individual's xelation- 
ship with influential 
persons (e.g., mentor- 
protege, old-schcxl, 
mutual help relation- 
ships) 25.9 26.2 18.9 22.1 6.9 
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. 

SECL'ICNB OUR PERSONAL EXPERIENCE WITH 
sBSPERm~cEAPPRAIsAL 

The purpose of this section is to obtain your opinions concerning your agency's 
performance appraisal system on you personalLy. 

Bl. Have perfomnce objectives been established in writing for your 
work? 

Percent 
Responding 

n=5057 

94.0 Yes 

B2. To 
to 

5449 

5415 

5390 

5475 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

5.4 No (Go To Question Bll) 

0.6 Don't know (Go To Question Bll) 

what extent is your performance in each of the follming areas required 
be included as a part of your perfornmce objectives? 

Must be 
included but 

Must be a critical not a critical Noi 
job element job element Recomnended Recmmended 

Percent responding 

23.4 31.9 16.7 
Evaluating 
subordinates 28.1 

Performance 
coaching/ 
counseling of 
subordinates 18.8 34.5 19.3 27.4 

Professional 
development of 
subordinates 23.4 34.4 21.4 20.8 

Meeting EEKI 
and Affirmative 
Action objectives 64.2 27.6 4.7 3.5 

B3. To what extent were the follming doomen ts used in developing your perfonmnce 
objectives? 

n= - 
Great Moderate Minim1 Not at Don't 

Exclusively extent extent extent all knm I__ - ~ -- 

Percent responding 

5535 A. Your position 
description 1.0 33.8 33.2 15.7 14.2 2.1 

5531 B. Mission/function 
statements of 
agency and/or 
subagency unit(s) 
where you work 

5492 c. Operating budget 

4.9 50.7 21.4 13.1 8.1 1.8 

1.2 15.7 25.8 23.9 30.2 3.1 
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n= - 

Great Moderate Minim1 Not at Don't 
Exclusively extent extent extent all knm ----- 

Percent responding 

5530 D. Annual agency, 
or subagency, 
work plans 4.6 40.9 21.1 14.0 16.9 2.7 

1718 E. Other please 
specify 

11.6 49.8 2.9 1.1 16.4 18.3 

34. Please indicate the extent to whi& ycu agree with the following statements 
concerning your performnce objectives. 

Strongly Mildly 

5548 A. Objectives are 
clear 

5548 0. Objectives are 
job related 

5547 c. Objectives cover 
all important 
aspects of your 
job 

55x, D. Objectives are 
defined only in 
terms ofhcwmuch 
is to be acccm 
plished or when 
(i.e., quantita- 
tive resu Its, 
deadlines) 

5520 E. Objectives are 
defined in 
terms of the 
mnner in which 
they are to be 
acccqlished 

5534 F. Concrete evidence 
of performance is 
available in those 
areas in tich 
objectives have 
ken established 

5535 G. Objectives are 
consistent with 
your position 
description 

agree 

Nerther 
agree nor Mildly Strongly 
disagree disagree disagree 

Percent responding 

Don't knew/ 
no opinion 

57.0 34.4 0 

75.5 21.0 

3.9 2.5 2.1 

1.7 1.8 0 0 

41.3 35.4 6.3 9.8 7.1 0.8 

17.5 30.6 16.8 19.2 15.1 0.8 

13.4 33.4 20.2 16.7 15.6 0.8 

29.3 39.6 11.0 13.7 5.6 0.8 

52.2 34.6 7.9 3.2 1.4 0.6 



APPENDIX III APPENDIX III 

B4. (Ccxk. ) 

II= - 

Neither 
Strongly Mildly agree nor Mildly Strongly Don't knw/ 

agree agree disagree disagree disagree no opinion 

Percent responding 

5548 H. Objectives are 
realistic (i.e., 
they cwld be 
reasonably expect- 
edofyou) 54.7 3.6 5.7 

5549 I. Ymhave enough 
authority to 
accarplish your 
performnce objec- 
tives 36.0 35.7 9.8 

3.2 

11.5 

1.8 0 

6.5 0.5 

5549 J. Ym have enax@ 
human and mterial 
resmrces to acorn- 
plish your perfom 
ance objectives 19.8 34.7 10.1 22.8 12.0 0.6 

B5. Who determined your perfonmnce objectives? (Circle only one) 

n=5549 

Percent 
Responding 

2.5 YUI alone 

34.4 Ym, subject to supervisor review 

47.4 They were jointly developed, involving you and yo.x supervisor 

9.3 Your supervisor or higher authority determined them 
and then asked for ymr input 

3.3 Ymr supervisor or higher authority determined them 
without your input 

0.2 Don't know 

2.8 Other, 

B6. HW mch discussion was there between yau and your supervisor in 
setting your performanm objectives? 

rF5567 

Percent 
Responding 

8.2 None, lilt I didn't need any 

7.4 None, although I Wanted sOme 

23.3 Saw, but not as mch as needed 

5.3 A lot, but not as much as needed 

55.6 Asrruchasneeded 
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B7. How difficult was it to develop your performance objectives? 

n=5523 

Percent 
Respondinq 

13.3 Very difficult 

41.7 Somewhat difficult 

26.4 Neither difficult nor easy 

10.8 Somewhat easy 

7.7 Very easy 

B8. In general, to what extent have performance levels been spe- 
cifically defined for your objectives? (i.e., defining what 
constitutes outstanding performance, excellent, fully suc- 
cessful, etc.) 

n=5526 

Percent 
Responding 

5.8 Completely 

18.6 Great extent 

29.9 Moderate extent 

23.6 Minimal extent 

22.2 Not at all 

B9. To what extent did your supervisor change what you thouqht 
should be your performance objectives? 

n=5501 

Percent 
Respondinq 

3.6 Greatly changed 

19.4 Moderately changed 

44.8 Minimally changed 

28.5 Did not change 

0.3 My supervisor has not seen them 
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910. lb what extent do ym agree with your supervisor’s changes to what 
you thm~tshculdbe your objectives? 

n=5337 

Percent 
Respondinq 

16.7 Strongly agree 

33.2 Moderately agree 

12.3 Neither agree nor disagree 

8.4 Moderately disagree 

1.9 Strmgly disagree 

23.5 Objectives were not changed 

3.7 Sqervisor is still reviewing objectives 

0.3 Supervisorhas not seen them 

B11. Do you have sufficient appeal alternatives if you disagree with 
your performance objectives? 

n=5832 

Percent 
Responding 

39.8 Yes 

15.5 No 

9.2 No cpinion 

35.5 Dm't know 

B12. How long is your first performnce appraisal period under SFS? 

n=5653 

Percent 
Respondi"CJ 

3.3 3 mnths 

6.0 4mmtJ-m 

32.8 6mnths 

35.2 12 mnths 

11.1 Other, please specify 

5.3 Hasn't been determined yet 

. 

6.5 IBn't kr-mv 
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B13. During what mnth and year did (or will) your first SE.5 performme 
rating period start? 

(Mm% 1 Wear) 

1~5325 

Percent respondinq 

MO/Y1 % Mo/Yr % Mo/Yr % - - -. -- 

3/79 - 0.2 u/79 - 2.9 7/8u - 3.8 

4/79 - 0.1 12/79 - 2.2 8/80 - 1.0 

5/79 - 0.2 l/80 - 7.8 9/80 - 0.8 

6/79 - 0.6 2180 - 2.2 10/80 - 3.9 

7/79 - 9.5 3/8O - 3.3 11/80 - 0.3 

8/79 - 0.5 4/80 - 8.4 12/8O - 0.1 

9/79 - 2.7 5/m - 5.3 I.,'81 - 0.2 

lo/79 - 38.5 6/80 - 4.5 6/81 - 0.2 

B14. Hm long will your subsequent performance rating periods be under 
SES? 

n=5721 

Percent 
Respmdinq 

2.2 3 rTr3nth.s 

.O 41mnths 

7.9 6 n-mths 

74.1 12 mnths 

0.7 Other, please specify 

3.0 Hasn't been determined yet 

12.0 Dcn't knm 

B15. In your opinion, hew will ycnx agency's performance appraisal 
system affect your overall performance? 

Percent 
Responding 

n= 5892 

6.9 Strong positive effect 

37.1 Moderate positive effect 

36.7 No effect 

7.3 Mcderate negative effect 

2.5 Strong negative effect 

9.5 No cpinian/Can't determine at this tin-e 
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B16. Hew likely is it that each of the follaving aspects of the 
SES system in your agency will motivate you? 

n= - 

5869 A. 

5873 B. 

5881 c. 

5830 D. 

5874 E. 

5881 F. 

5854 G. 

5882 H. 

5870 I. 

opportunity for 
bonuses, msritor- 
ious or distin- 
guished rank 
awards 

Requirement to 
set specific 
performance 
objectives 

opportunity to 
receive feedback 
on performance 

Opportunities 
for salary 
increases 

Opportunities 
for executive 
develqmnt and 
sabbaticals 

Level of support 
from your super- 
visor for the 
performance 
appraisal system 

Possibility of not 
receiving bonuses 

Possibility of 
rmva.1 frcmSES 
for unsatisfactory 
perforrrence 

Possibility of a 
decrease in salary 
or responsibility 

Very 
likely 

Scmswhat Neither likely Scmm&at Very 
likely 

No cpinion/ 
nor unlikely unlikely unlikely don't b 

Percent responding 

24.7 30.7 20.4 5.5 17.2 1.5 

19.4 35.6 23.0 5.4 15.9 0.6 

19.9 41.1 22.7 5.2 10.1 1.1 

17.4 26.4 23.1 7.8 22.4 3.0 

11.9 17.3 32.5 10.1 25.1 3.1 

17.9 24.9 8.0 15.4 2.6 

13.6 

31.2 

18.0 28.6 12.1 25.0 2.6 

10.9 

11.0 

15.2 28.8 12.0 30.4 2.7 

14.6 28.2 13.2 30.5 2.5 
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B17. In your opinion, hew will your agency's performance appraisal 
system affeck your overall mrale? 

n=5826 

Percent 
Respondinq 

5.3 Strong positive effect 

26.3 Moderate positive effect 

22.9 No effect 

20.7 Moderate negative effect 

8.2 Strong negative effect 

16.6 No opinion/Can't determine at this tim 

B18. To what extent do the follcwing support your agency's SE 
performnce appraisal system? 

Strongly Mildly Mildly Strongly Don't knew/ 
SUpport support Indifferent against against no opinion 

Percent responding 

n= - 

5831 A. The top few 
executives in 
the agency 36.6 28.6 11.8 1.7 4.2 

5894 B. Senior executives 
as a whole 13.0 35.7 18.2 13.3 7.6 

5833 C. Yourself 28.6 33.9 16.8 10.8 7.2 

B19. Hw difficult do yw believe your agency's SES perform 
ante appraisal system is to use? 

n=5784 

Percent 
Responding 

17.5 Very difficult 

45.9 Sommhat difficult 

28.1 Neither difficult mr easy 

5.9 Somewhat easy 

2.6 Very easy 

17.1 

12.1 

2.8 
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B20. How much control do you believe your immediate super- 
visor has over the bonus you may receive? 

n=5861 

Percent 
Responding 

15.4 

16.9 

27.6 

11.2 

3.6 

17.3 

7.9 

B21. To what 
of your 

If he/she recommends me for a bonus I'll 
almost always receive it in the amount 
recommended 

If he/she recommends me for a bonus I'll 
almost always receive it but not neces- 
sarily in the amount recommended 

If he/she recommends me for a bonus I will 
not necessarily receive one 

My supervisor will not be allowed to 
specifically recommend a bonus for me, he 
can recommend a rating only 

I'm not eligible for bonuses 

Don't know 

Not determined at this time 

extent did you participate in the development 
agency's SES performance appraisal system? 

n=5897 

Percent 
Responding 

8.2 Great extent 

13.8 Moderate extent 

12.7 Some extent 

16.9 Minimal extent 

47.7 No extent 

0.8 Don't know 
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C 

SECTION C SUPERVISION 

1. To how many SES employees will you personnal 
performance appraisals? 

n=5890 

Percent 
Responding 

67.8 None (Go to Section D) 

8.9 1 

6.1 2 

9.8 3-5 

4.3 6-9 

3.1 10 or more 

ly be giving 

c2. How were the performance objectives developed for each 
of your subordinates? 

n=1964 

Percent 
Responding 

0.2 You determined them 

4.8 You determined them, with subsequent review 
from your subordinates 

23.2 The subordinates determined them, subject to your 
review 

59.0 You determined them jointly with your subordinates 

3.0 Your supervisor or higher authority determined 
them with your input 

0.1 Your supervisor or higher authority determined 
them without your input 

1.4 Don't know 

4.8 Other, please specify -- --- 
. -.-- 

3.5 Performance objectives for- my subordinates have not 
been determined yet 
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c3. Please indicate the extenttowhichyou agreewith the 
follcx4ing statements concerning yax subordinates' per- 
forrmnce objectives. 

Strongly Mildly Neither agree Mildly Strongly No opinion/ 
agree agree nor disagree disagree disagree don'tkncw 

Percent responding 

n= - 

1880 

1878 

1881 

1881 

1877 

1866 

1878 

A. Objectives have 
been Made clear 
to your subordi- 
nates 53.3 41.5 2.2 

B. Objectives are 
job related 74.7 21.3 1.5 

C. Objectives cover 
all important 
aspects of the 
job 43.3 36.4 8.5 

D. Objectives are 
realistic 50.8 42.0 5.1 

E. Objectives are 
defined only in 
tern ofhcwmuch 
is to be accom- 
plished, or when 
(i.e., quantita- 
tive results, dead- 
lines, etc.1 11.7 34.9 18.7 

F. Objectives are 
defined in terms 
of the rmmer in 
which they are to 
be accomplished 11.1 33.9 22.2 

ct. I haw enmqh 
authority to over- 
see, control and 
assist my subxdi- 
nates in meeting 
their cbjectives 39.4 40.1 7.8 

1.0 0.8 1.0 

0.8 0.7 0.9 

6.5 4.3 1.0 

0.5 0.7 1.0 

15.5 18.3 0.9 

18.1 13.6 1.1 

7.8 4.1 0.8 
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c4. Please indicate the extent to khich yw agree with 
the following statements concerning your subordinates 
performance appraisals. 

Strongly Mildly Neither agree Mildly Strongly No opinion/ 
agree agree nor disagree disaqree disagree don't knm 

Percent respondinq 

n= - 

1884 A. 

1884 B. 

1861 c. 

I have frequent 
apportunities 
t0 observe the . 
relevant actions 
and their mt- 
am-es a-~ which I 
appraise my sub- 
ordinates 70.7 23.4 2.9 2.1 0.6 0.2 

Actions or out- 
comes on which 
subordinates are 
appraised are 
consistent with 
their position 
descriptions 59.5 32.7 4.3 0.8 1.0 

Perfonmnce is 
assessed an con- 
crete evidence 34.8 45.8 L2.1 6.3 0.1 

1.7 

0.9 

c5. Before SES, hew important did yw consider performance 
appraisal with your senior executive subordinates? 
(i.e., setting performnce objectives, reviewing 
progress tmards them, appraising results, etc.) 

Percent 
Respondinq 

n=1915 

4.3 More important than any other function 

42.2 Very important, a major responsibility 

34.7 S.cm-ewhat imp3rtant 

11.9 Not very important 

2.9 unimportant 

4.0 Did not supervise executives before SES 
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C6. Now with SES, how important do you consider performance 
appraisal with your senior executive subordinates? 

n=1915 

Percent 
Responding 

8.3 More important than any other function 

64.7 Very important, a major responsibility 

18.1 Somewhat important 

8.8 Not very important 

0.1 Unimportant 

c7. How much control do you have over the bonus each of your 
subordinates may receive? 

n=l920 

Percent 
Responding 

7.3 If I recommend a bonus he/she will almost 
always receive it in the amount recommended 

17.3 If I recommend a bonus he/she will almost 
always receive one but not necessarily in 
the amount recommended 

29.6 If I recommend a bonus he/she will not necessarily 
receive one 

11.7 I am not allowed to recommend bonuses for my 
subordinate(s): I can recommend a rating only 

21.8 Don't know 

11.4 Not determined at this time 

0.9 I do not supervise SES members eligible for 
bonuses 
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SECTION D TRAINING 

Dl. Have you received any type of training or formal briefing concerning 
performance appraisal under SES in pur agency? 

n= 5905 

Percent 
Responding 

12.0 No (Go To Question D3) 

88.0 yes (Continue To Question D2) 

D2. How long did this training last? 

F 5191 

Percent 
Respndinq 

1.7 Less than 1 hour 

18.9 1 to 4 hours 

30.8 More than 4hcurs hutnomrethanlday 

21.8 More than 1 day but no mre than 2 days 

19.2 More than 2 days but no more than 3 days 

7.7 More than 3 days 

D3. To what extent would you like to receive additional training in the 
follcwing subjects? 

Great Moderate Sm Mitlirral No Not 
extent extent extent extent extent ----- applicable 

n= 
Percent respondinq 

5821 Setting performance 
objectives 11.4 16.2 18.1 12.9 40.9 0.6 

5832 Appraising sub- 
ordinates (e.g. 
Hw to eliminate 
bias, etc.) 13.3 17.7 15.1 12.6 36.5 4.8 

5824 Counseling/coaching 
subordinates (inter- 
personal commnica- 
tions, establishing 
rapport etc.) 12.9 19.8 16.3 12.7 34.2 4.1 
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M. For remainder of fiscal year 1980, will you receive SFS performance appraisal 
training? 

n= 5854 

Percent 
Responding 

7.8 Yes (Continue To D5) 

70.0 No (Go To Question D6) 

22.1 Don't know (Go To Question LX) 

D5. Hm long will your SES performance appraisal training last? 

n= 616 

Percent 
Respondi. 

2.8 Less than 1 hour 

19.8 1 to 4 hours 

10.5 More than 4 hours but no more than 1 day 

22.3 More than 1 day but no more than 2 days 

5.1 More than 2 days but no more than 3 days 

2.4 More than 3 days 

37.2 I don't knm at this time 

IX. Hex satisfied are you with your current level of knmledge about your 
agency's SES performnce appraisal system? 

n= 5824 

Percent 
Responding 

25.9 Very satisfied 

32.3 Somewhat satisfied 

22.8 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 

13.9 SmeGhat dissatisfki 

5.2 Very dissatisfied 
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D7. HCW difficult was it to develop your performnce objectives? 

n=5523 

Percent 
Responding 

13.3 Very difficult 

41.7 Somewhat difficult 

26.4 Neither difficult nor easy 

10.8 Somewhat easy 

7.7 Very easy 

D8. In general, to what extent have performnce levels been specifical1.y 
defined for your objectives? (i.e., defining what constitutes out- 
standing performance, excellent, fully successful, etc.) 

n=5526 

Percent 
Responding 

5.8 Cqletely 

18.6 Great extent 

29.9 Moderate extent 

23.6 Minimal extent 

22.2 Not at all 

D9. To what extent did your supervisor &ange what you thought should 
be your performance objectives? 

n=5501 

Percent 
Responding 

3.6 Greatly &anged 

19.4 Moderately changed 

44.8 Minimlly changed 

28.5 Did not change 

3.4 My supervisor is still reviewing them 

0.3 My supervisor has not seen them 
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SECTION E DEMOGRAPHIC INl3Xl%TION 

The following information is for statistical classification purposes 
only. All of your responses are strictly confidential. 

El. Where are you presently assigned? 

n=5926 

Percent 
Responding 

66.6 Headquarters within Washington D.C. 
metropolitan area 

3.4 Headquarters outside Washington D.C. 
metropolitan area 

4.2 Field location within Washington D.C. 
metropolitan area 

25.8 Field location outside Washington D.C. 
rretraplitan area 

E2. Which type of SES appointment do you have? 

n=5885 

Percent 
Responding 

91.2 Career 

8.7 Non-career 

0.0 Limited term 

0.1 Limited emergency 

E3. What is your current pay grade? 

n= 5775 

Percent 
Responding 

6.3 Executive Service I 

7.8 Executive Service II 

8.6 Executive Service III 

64.8 Executive Service IV 

8.8 Executive Service V 

3.6 Executive Service VI 
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E4. ~cluding military service, hm~ rcany years have you been employed by the 
Federal Government? 

years 

n=5924 

Percent 
Responding 

0.0 Less than 1 year 

7.0 l-3 years 

10.5 4-8 years 

20.2 9-15 years 

62.2 tie than 15 years 

E5. Before joining the Senior Executive Service, hm~ my years 
experience did you have at the GS-16 level or ahwe? 

n=5908 

Percent 
Responding 

13.7 None 

9.8 Less than 1 year 

24.1 l-3 years 

31.7 4-8 years 

15.8 9-15 years 

5.0 More than 15 years 

E6. Hew mmy years have you worked in your present agency? 

n=5914 

Percent 
Responding 

3.9 Less than 1 year 

17.5 1-3 years 

15.5 4-8 years 

19.7 9-15 years 

43.4 More tham 15 years 
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E7. Hew many years of professional experience have you had in the private 
sector? 

n=5929 

Percent 
Responding 

Xl.5 None 

6.4 Less than 1 year 

20.0 1-3 years 

20.0 4-8 years 

14.3 9-15 years 

8.6 @%x-e than 15 years 

E8. Are ym? 

n=5844 

Percent 
Responding 

1.9 American Indian 

0.0 Eskim (Alaska) 

0.0 Aleut (Alaska) 

0.9 Asian or Pacific Islander 

2.3 Black 

93.6 White 

1.3 Other 

E.9 Are you? 

n=5887 

Percent 
Responding 

95.2 Male 

4.8 Female 

EIO. Are you of Hispanic origin? 

n=5775 

Percent 
Responding 

1.1 Yes 
93.9 No 
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Eli. Which rrf the following describe your present supervisor? 

n= 5881 

Percent 
Responding 

9.3 Military 

25.3 Political appointee 

63.7 Senior Executive Service 

1.7 Other, please specify 

4 0. S. COVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE : 1981 J41-843,731 
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SECTION F EXECUTIVE DEVELOPMENT 

Questions in this section, which were part of another GAO 
review, were not related to performance appraisal and are not 
included in this report. They were included in the questionnaire 
to avoid sending two questionnaires to senior executives. 

SECTION G CONCLUSION 

Please add any comments you ‘have concerning your SES perform- 
ance appraisal or executive development systems and any problems 
you have experienced or foresee in their implementation and use. 

Percent 

No response 4'7.6 ? 
! 

Wrote a comment 52.4 (n=3177) 

(961113) 
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